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PREFACE 
Egg production in Maine, along with the national trend, is shifting 
aw.ay from small farm flocks to large commercialized flocks. In addi-
tion, Maine has a substantial surplus of eggs which must compete in out-
of-state markets. As a consequence, egg marketing in Maine faces con-
tinuing challenges and adjustments. 
This study represents an attempt to provide basic information con-
cerning the structure and characteristics of the existing egg marketing 
systems. It is hoped that the study will contribute to a better under-
standing of current egg marketing in Maine and provide a picture of 
how the marketing of commercial eggs in Maine can be strengthened 
and improved. 
This study owes much to the administrative guidance of Dr. Homer 
B. Metzger. His helpful comments contributed greatly to this bulletin. 
The author would also like to acknowledge Frank D~ Reed and Dr. 
Kenneth E . Wing, who supplied many useful suggestions throughout the 
entire study and in the review of the manuscript. The author is indebted 
to Raymond Taylor for interviewing the egg marketing firms in the 
early stage of the study. 
This study was part of a Northeast Regional Project NEM-21 , 
Alternative Marketing Systems for Eggs in the Northeast, and was 
financed in part with regional research funds. 
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SUMMARY 
The problem of surplus eggs in Maine and their competitive 
position in out-of-state markets continues to underscore the need 
for egg marketing research in the state. The need is particularly 
urgent in the area of market structure, which generally has been 
regarded as basic background information required for further 
research in marketing and prices. 
Egg production in Maine in 1964 was a little over 68.5 mil-
lion dozen. The hatching egg requirement was estimated at 8.6 
million dozen, equivalent to 12.60/0 of the eggs produced. The 
in·state egg consumption was estimated at 25.9 million dozen, or 
37.80/0 of the eggs produced. The remaining 34.0 million dozen, 
or approximately half of the eggs produced, were the surplus 
eggs for out-of-state markets. 
This study delineates the structure of the systems represented 
by Maine firms engaged in egg marketing. The study is basically 
of a descriptive nature. It is important to recognize that the study 
does not cover out-of-state firms that have direct procurement 
programs in Maine. 
The 29 Maine firms included in the study were selected 
through a procedure which identified the firms performing the 
defined marketing functions. From a preliminary list of 122 
firms, believed to include all firms that might conceivably be en-
gaged in egg marketing, 34 were identified as marketing firms by 
definition, from which 29 useable schedules were obtained. Out-
of-state firms with direct procurement programs in Maine, which 
were not covered in the survey, handled approximately 12.6 mil· 
lion dozen of eggs, ahout 180/0 of all eggs produced in the state 
and 370/0 of the total out-of-state egg shipments. 
Within the 29 firms included in the study, 3 major firm 
groups and 7 marketing systems were identified. They were: (1) 
producer group, including producer-packer, producer.packer-
retailer, producer-packer-wholesaler, and producer-packer-whole-
saler-retailer; (2) packer group, including packer-wholesaler; 
and (3) wholesaler group, including wholesaler-packer and 
wholesaler. 
Producer-packer was the largest system, hoth in terms of 
percent of reporting firms and of volume of eggs handled. 
Packer-wholesaler was the second largest system. These systems 
combined accounted for more than half the reporting firms and 
two-thirds of the eggs handled by the firms in the study. 
The 29 respondent firms handled 36.2 million dozen of 
eggs in 1964, of which about 1.4 million dozen were. handled 
more than once among the firms and assumed to be overlapped 
in counting. The net volume handled was estimated at 34.8 mil-
lion dozen, approximately half of the eggs produced in the state. 
A little over 21 million dozen, or 31.20/0 of the eggs produced in 
Maine, were distributed to markets outside Maine by the respond-
ent firms. This represents' about 630/0 of the surplus eggs in 
Maine. 
Approximately 590/0 of the eggs handled by the firms were 
produced by birds owned by the reporting firms. The remaining 
41 % were purchased, mostly from producers. A verbal agree-
ment was the most common marketing contract practiced by the 
firms reported. The majority of the firms used the Boston Herald 
price as the base price quotation for buying and selling. 
Nearly all of the firms reported performing grading and car-
toning operations. Slightly over 450/0 of the eggs reported were 
washed, while two-thirds were candled and sized by the firms. 
The market outlets included wholesalers, retailers, semi-
l'etailers (including dairy distributors, restaurants, hotels, insti-
tutions, military, camps, and ships), and consumers. Over one-
half of the eggs reported were distributed to wholesalers, and al-
most all these eggs were shipped to out-of-state markets. Retail 
stores received about 400/0 of the eggs marketed. The remainder 
were distributed to consumers, semi-retailers, and egg breakers. 
Half of the eggs marketed by the firms were delivered to 
buyers located more than 100 miles from the firms. One-fourth 
were distributed to buyers located between 50 and 100 miles 
from the firms. The remainder traveled fewer than 50 miles. 
}'or all eggs reported, the average distance traveled was 146 miles. 
In the study, 15 firms recorded the size distribution of the 
eggs marketed. About half of the eggs were large size. The extra 
large and the medium sizes accounted for 21 and 170/0, respec-
tively, and jumbo and small sizes each comprised about 60/0. 
MAINE EGG MARKETING 
A STRUCTURAL STUDY 
Chung-Jeh Yeh1 
Introduction 
Substantial changes have taken place in two important aspects of 
commercial egg production in Maine during the past two decades. These 
changes are: (1) the decrease in number of egg producers and the in-
crease in egg production, and (2) the rapid increase in surplus eggs in 
the state. In 1964, approximately half of the state's total egg production 
was competing for out-of-state markets with eggs from other producing 
areas. 
The marketing problems of the commercial egg producer in Maine 
have changed considerably as a result of the increase in surplus eggs and 
the transition of egg production units from small farm flocks to large, 
specialized flocks. These changes have intensified the need for im-
provement in present egg marketing systems or for development of alter-
native marketing systems. In undertaking this study, it was believed 
that the most important task was to explore the basic structure of the 
existing egg marketing systems and the characteristics associated with 
these systems. Knowing this, it was more likely that intelligent decisions 
could be made to improve or replace the present egg marketing systems. 
This study, therefore, was designed to provide basic information 
concerning the movement of table eggs through the major marketing 
firms located in Maine. The primary purpose of the report was to aid 
in better understanding the structure of the present egg marketing sys-
tems in Maine in order that: (1) efficient alternatives to the present egg 
marketing systems could be developed, and (2) Maine's competitive 
position in out-of-state markets could be improved. 
Egg Production and Surplus Position 
The number of egg producers and egg production were reported 
by the U. S. Census of Agriculture. Throughout this publication egg sales 
reported by the Census of Agriculture are referred to as egg production. 
In 1949 the number of producers reporting egg sales was 7,441 (table 
1). In 1964, only 1,400 egg producers remained in the business. Total 
egg production, however, nearly tripled during the same period. The 
1 Former Assistant Professor, Department of Agricultural Business and 
Economics, University of Maine, Orono, Maine. Presently: Associate Professor 
of Economics, School of Business, East Carolina University, Greenville, North 
Carolina. 
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production was more than 68.5 million dozen in 1964, as compared with 
25 million dozen in 1949. Average production per farm increased from 
3,369 dozen to 48,938 dozen during the past 15 years. 
Year 
1949 
1954 
1959 
1964 
TABLE 1. Number of Egg Producers and Egg Production, 
by Census Year, Maine 
Number of Production 
producers reporting State total Average per farm ':' 
Number Dozen Dozen 
7,441 25,069,237 3,369 
4,672 33,586,321 7,189 
3,173 51,686,216 16,289 
1,400 68,513,677 48,938 
Source : United States Census oj Agriculture, U.S. Department 
of Commerce. 
*Obtained by dividing total production by number of producers 
reporting. 
In 1964, out of the 68.5 million dozen of eggs produced in Maine, 
an estimate of 8.6 million dozen, or about 12.6%, were used as hatch-
ing eggs, including both broiler-type and egg-type chicks.2 • The re-
mainder were used as table eggs. The in-state table egg consumption 
was estimated at 25.9 million dozen or 37.8% of the eggs produced3 • 
The remaining 34.0 million dozen were the surplus eggs. This repre-
sents approximately 50% of the eggs produced in Maine (figure 1). As 
discussed later in the study, the principal market of these surplus eggs 
was the Boston area. 
Egg production was also reported for each county in Maine by 
the Census of Agriculture. The production was concentrated in the 
most populated area, the southwestern quarter of the state. Production 
in the eight southwestern counties, the shadowed area indicated on the 
map (figure 2), accounted for over 70% of all eggs produced in Maine 
in 1964. The area immediately surrounding these counties also pro-
duced a substantial quantity of eggs~ In contrast, these eight counties 
2 Source: Chicks Hatched, Monthly Report, New England Crop Reporting 
Service, Statistical Reporting Service, USDA, February 1964 to February 1965. 
The estimated total of egg-type chicks hatched was 8,186 thous,and, including 
both male and female chicks. The total of broiler-type chicks hatched was 69,601 
thousand during the same year. Therefore, the estimated total chicks hatched 
was 77,787 thou~and in Maine in 1964. The corresponding hatching egg require-
ment was 8,643 thousand dozen, which was obtained by dividing 77,787 thousand 
by the adjustment factor of .75. This was based on the assumption that the base 
of hatchability and allowance for mortality was 75%. 
3 The 1964 preliminary population estimate for Maine as of July 1 was 
989,000. The estimated per capita consumption was 314 eggs in the same year. 
Therefore, the estimated total in-state egg consumption was 25,879 thousand 
dozen. 
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Surplus eggs for 
Out-of-state shipment 
33, 992 * 
(49.6) 
In-state egg 
consumption 
25,879 
(37.8) 
3 
*Figures are eggs in 
thousand of dozens. 
Numbers in the paren-
theses are percent of 
total production. 
Figure!. Disposition of Eggs Produced, Maine, 1964 
and the immediate surrounding area cover less than a quarter of the 
state's total area of 33,215 square miles. Table 2 shows the total 
production and number of egg producers, by counties, reported by the 
census. 
TABLE . 2. Number of Egg Producers and Egg Production, 
by County, Maine, 1964 
Producers Percent of 
County reporting Production state total 
Number Dozen Percent 
Androscoggin 89 4,290,247 6.3 
Aroostook 190 1,931,101 2.8 
Cumberland 125 6,018,604 8.8 
Franklin 66 1,368,235 2.0 
Hancock 37 1,277,188 1.9 
Kennebec 129 11,040,758 16.1 
Knox 123 10,094,986 14.7 
Lincoln 70 2,946,788 4.3 
Oxford 95 2,104,573 3.1 
Penobscot 91 3,185,544 4.6 
Piscataquis 16 184,284 .3 
Sagadahoc 25 462,868 .7 
Somerset 91 5,686,845 8.3 
Waldo 102 7,822,307 11.4 
York 112 5,894,350 8.6 
Washington 39 4,204,999 6.1 
Total 1,400 68,513,677 100.0 
Source: United States Census of Agriculture, Preliminary Re-
port, February 1966. 
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A ROO S TOO K 
1,931 
MAINE 
Figures are egg production 
in thousands of dozens for 
the entire county. 
The dark area accounted for 
70 % of the state total pro-
duction. 
FIGURE 2. Egg Production by County, Maine, 1964 
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Sources of Data 
Procedures 
Data collection for this study was divided into two stages. Dur-
ing the first stage, a mail questionnaire was used to investigate various 
marketing functions performed by egg producers and egg handlers lo-
cated within the state. The marketing functions concerned were as-
sembling, candling, sizing, cartoning, delivering, wholesaling, and retail-
ing. A preliminary list containing 122 producers and marketing 
firms was developed. It was believed that this preliminary list covered 
most of the egg producers and handlers in Maine who might perform 
one or more of the listed marketing functions. 
A mail questionnaire was sent to each of the 122 producers and 
marketing firms. As a result, 93 completed mail questionnaires were 
collected. 
Information obtained from the completed mail questionnaires was 
used for seleoting the sample for interviewing. Only 34 of the 93 re-
spondents indicated that they performed one or more than one of the 
listed marketing functions4• These respondents were then designated 
to be included in the study. 
The second stage of data collection was conduoted by personal in-
terview. All 34 respondents who engaged in at least one of the market-
ing functions were interviewed. Five of these respondents supplied 
insufficient data for analysis and were excluded from the study. The 
remaining 29 were included in the final analysis and will be referred to 
as firms or surveyed firms or respondent firms or reporting firms. 
It is important to recognize that this study concerns only those 
marketing firms located within the state of Maine. A substantial volume 
of eggs produced in Maine moves directly from farms to first receivers 
located outside the state. These out-of-state first receivers are not in-
cluded in this study. 
Of the total estimated 34.0 million dozen of surplus eggs shipped 
out-of-state, the respondent Maine firms handled 21.4 million dozen, or 
63% . The major portion of the remaining 12.6 million dozen, or 37%, 
4 The following is a summary from the completed mail questionnaires; 
Producers (or firms) performed one or more than one 
of the listed marketing functions ......................................................... 34 
Producers performed none of the listed 
marketing fUnctions ....................................................................................... 33 
Other .................................................................................................................................... 26 
Total ...................... ...................................................................................................... ........ 93 
The other included; no longer in table egg business (8), leasing to other 
firms (2), deceased (4), hatching business only (4). contract pullet (4), general 
farm (2), and unknown (2). 
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it is reasonable to assume, was shipped from Maine farms directly to 
out-of-state first receivers. These direct out-of-state shipments repre-
sented 18 % of all eggs produced in the state. 
Location of the respondent firms 
The 29 firms included in the study were located throughout the 
state from York county to Aroostook county. Nine counties were rep-
resented by the firms in the study. Twenty-six of the firms in the study 
were located in York, Cumberland, Androscoggin, Kennebec, Waldo, 
and Penobscot counties, with heavy concentration in Cumberland and 
Androscoggin counties. A major characteristic of the firms was that 
most were located near the major cities in the state. 
General Struoture and Characteristics of Firms 
It was assumed in this study that egg firms could be categorized in 
five primary groups-producer, packer, wholesaler, retailer, and other 
(including assembler, egg breaker, and broker). In the process of cate-
gorizing a firm in a specific group, the above five groups were consid-
ered in a descending order as listed. The criterion used to classify a firm 
in a specific firm group was 50% of the eggs marketed. For example, a 
respondent firm was identified as :a producer and eliminated from the 
rest of the listed firm groups if the firm produced more than 50% of 
the eggs it marketed. 
Information provided by the 29 respondent firms was used to iden-
tify the marketing systems presently existing in the state. Three pri-
mary marketing groups were identified. They were producer, packer, 
and wholesaler. None of the respondent firms was identified as a re-
tailer because none of them performed the retail function with 50% 
or more of the eggs marketed by the firm. 
Based on marketing functions performed, each respondent firm was 
further categorized in a specific marketing system. These marketing 
systems were actually the sub-categories of the primary firm groups. 
The criterion for the sub-category was 20% of the eggs marketed. In 
other words, in order to be classified as a function performed by a firm, 
the firm should perform such a function with 20% or more of the 
volume of eggs marketed by the firm. Seven major marketing systems 
were identified from information provided. Following are the firm 
groups and the marketing systems identified: 
MAINE EGG MARKETING 
Producer Group 
Producer-packer 
Producer-packer-retailer 
Producer-packer-wholesaler 
Producer-packer-wholesaler-retailer 
Packer Group 
Packer-wholesaler 
Wholesaler Group 
Wholesaler-packer 
Wholesaler 
7 
The packing functions considered in the above classification were 
those used in processing of eggs into consumer units. The functions 
were cleaning, sizing, candling, and cartoning. Since the producer, 
packer, and wholesaler groups were considered in a descending order, 
the difference between packer-wholesaler in the packer group and 
wholesaler-packer in the wholesaler group was the difference in degree 
of packing functions performed. A respondent firm was classified as a 
packer-wholesaler in the packer group if the firm performed the listed 
packing functions with 50% or more of the eggs marketed, provided 
that the firm produced less than 50% of eggs marketed by owned birds. 
A firm was classified as a wholesaler-packer in the wholesaler group if 
the firm performed the packing functions with less than 50% of eggs 
marketed, provided that the firm produced less than 50% of eggs mar-
keted by owned birds. 
The 29 respondent firms reported that they handled nearly 36.2 
million dozen of eggs during 1964. An estimated 1.4 million dozen 
of these eggs were handled more than once among the respondents and 
were assumed to be overlapped in counting. The net volume handled, 
therefore, was estimated at 34.8 million dozen or 51 % of the eggs pro-
duced in the state. 
The producer group accounted for 59% of the reporting firms and 
63 % of the eggs handled (table 3). The packer group, the second 
largest group in terms of volume of eggs handled, accounted for 17 % 
of the firms and 22 % of the eggs handled. 
When individual systems were analyzed, producer-packer was the 
largest system, accounting for 38% of the reporting firms and 49% of 
the eggs handled. Packer-wholesaler was the second largest system in 
terms of volume of eggs handled, accounting for 17 % of the firms and 
22 % of the volume. The number of firms and the volume of eggs 
represented by the five largest systems, producer-packer, producer-pack-
er-wholesaler, packer-wholesaler, wholesaler-packer, and wholesaler ac-
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counted for over 93% of the respondent firms and over 99% of the 
volume of eggs handled. The two remaining systems combined, pro-
ducer-packer-retailer and producer-packer-wholesaler-retailer accounted 
for less than 7% of the respondent firms and 0.5% of the volume of 
eggs handled. 
TABLE 3. Number and Sizes of Egg Firms, Classified 
by Major Types of Firms, Maine, 1964 
Type of firm Firms Volume handled 
Number Percent Dozen Percent 
Producer Group: 
Producer-packer 11 37.9 17,541,390 48.5 
Producer-packer-retailer 1 3.4 150,900 0.4 
Producer-packer-wholesaler 4 13 .8 4,950,000 13.7 
Producer-packer-wholesaler-retailer 1 3.4 24,000 0.1 
Sub-total 17 58.5 22,666,290 62.7 
Packer Group: 
Packer-wholesaler 5 17.3 8,063,2201 22.3 
Sub-total 5 17.3 8,063,220 22.3 
Wholesaler Group: 
Wholesaler-packer 2 6.9 4,320,000 11.9 
Wholesaler 5 17.3 1,137,9301 3.1 
Sub-total 7 24.2 5,457,930 15.0 
TOTAL 29 100.0 36,187,4401 100.0 
1 Part of these eggs were handled more than once among the respondent 
firms. The volume of eggs overlapped in counting was 468,000; 941,430 and 
1,409,430 dozen for packer-wholesaler, wholesaler, and total, respectively. The 
net volume handled, therefore, was estimated at 34.8 million dozen. 
Procurement Operations of Firms 
Sources of eggs, procurement practices, and marketing contracts 
The eggs handled by the respondent firms came from three sources: 
(1) produced by birds owned by the reporting firms, (2) purchased 
from producers, packers, and other handlers, and (3) handled for cus-
tomers. 
Of the 36.2 million dozen of eggs reported, approximately 59% 
were produced by birds under the firm's ownership (table 4). The 
remaining 41 % were purchased from producers, packers, and whole-
salers, or handled for customers. Thirteen of the 29 firms indicated 
that they obtained all their eggs from birds under the firm's ownership. 
All these firms were identified as producers. The practice of buying 
all the eggs they marketed was reported by ten firms, including three 
firms in the packer group and all the firms in the wholesaler group. The 
TABLE 4. Sources of Eggs Received by Major Types of Firms, 
Maine, 1964 
Sources 
Number Produced Purchased eggs Other Total 
Type of firm of firms by owned From producers From handlers (Handled for volume 
reporting birds Cartoned Loose Cartoned Loose customers) handled 
No. Pet. Pet. Pet. Pet. Pet. Pet. Tholls. Doz. 
Producer Group: s::: 
Producer-Packer 11 94.9 2.4 2.7 17,541 2 Producer-Packer-Retailer 1 100.0 151 ttl 
Producer-Packer-Wholesaler 4 79.2 20.8 4,950 ~ Producer-Packer-Wholesaler-
Retailer 1 100.0 24 
s::: 
Sub-total 17 91.5 6.4 2.1 22,666 ~ 
ttl 
Packer Group: 2 
0 
Packer-Wholesaler 5 5.8 88.4 5.8 8,063 
Sub-total 5 5.8 88.4 5.8 8,063 
Wholesaler Group: 
Wholesaler-Packer 2 100.0 4,320 
Wholesaler 5 50.0 15.7 32.5 1.8 1,138 
Sub-total 7 10.4 82.4 6.8 0.4 5,458 
Total 29 58.6 1.6 36.2 1.0 1.3 1.3 36,187 
\l:) 
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remaining six firms indicated that part of their eggs were purchased eggs 
and part were from birds under the firm's ownership. These six included 
four firms in the producer group and two firms in the packer group. 
Handling eggs for customers, without taking possession, was reported by 
one firm in the producer group. The eggs obtained from. this source 
amounted to only 1.3% of the 36.2 million dozen reported. 
All respondent firms except one indicated that all eggs handled 
were produced in Maine. The volume received from out-of-state was 
252 thousand dozen, all from New Hampshire. These eggs accounted 
for less than 1 % of the eggs reported by the respondent firms and 
were produced by birds owned by the respondent. In this study, these 
eggs were treated as Maine eggs. 
The proportion of eggs received from any particular source, the 
procurement practices of the firms, and the forms of marketing contract 
practiced varied considerably among the firm groups. These differences 
are discussed in the following section. 
Producer Group: Most of the firms in the producer group ob-
tained all of their eggs from birds under the firm's ownership, accounting 
for more than 90 % of the eggs handled (figure 3). Only 5 of the 17 
firms in the group reported purchase of eggs from outside sources. 
Purchased eggs accounted for about 6% of the eggs marketed in 
the producer group. All these were purchased in loose form from pro-
91 . 5% produce d 
b y owned birds 
6.4% purchased from. 
producer in loose forn: 
2 . 1% handled 
for custom.ers 
Figure 3. Proportion of Eggs Received from Each Source, 
Producer Group, Maine, 1964. 
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ducers. Two of the firms indicated that nearly 50% of their eggs were 
purchased, rather than produced by their own birds. An additional two 
firms reported that they purchased less than 10% of their eggs. All 
four firms used the Boston Herald quotation as the base price. Two 
of these firms paid a discounted price to their egg suppliers; none paid 
a premium. The discounts from the quotation were 1 cent per dozen 
for jumbo, extra large, and large eggs, 1 to 2 cents for medium and 
small eggs, and 3 to 10 cents for checks, cracks, and Grade Beggs. 
Handling eggs for customers without taking possession was re-
ported by one firm. The eggs handled under this method amounted to 
only 2.1 % of the 23 million dozen eggs marketed by the producer 
group. 
Packer Group: The firms in this group, all packer-wholesalers, 
purchased 88.4% of their eggs in loose form from producers (figure 4). 
Three of the five firms reported that all eggs marketed by the firms were 
from this source. One of these three firms purchased only cleaned and 
sized eggs. Another purchased all uncleaned and unsized eggs, while 
the remaining firm purchased unsized but cleaned eggs. 
The remaining two firms each bought more than 80% of their eggs 
from producers in loose form. One of these two firms reported that 
all eggs from this source were cleaned and sized, the other reported that 
88.4% purchased 
from producers 
in 100 se form 
5.8% produced 
by owned bird s 
5.8% purchased 
from h a ndler s 
in loos e form 
Figure 4. Proportion of Eggs Received from 
Each Source, Packer Group, Maine, 1964. 
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eggs from this source were cleaned but unsized. These two firms also re-
ported that they obtained part of their eggs from birds under the firm's 
ownership. The eggs from this source contributed less than 6% of all 
eggs marketed by the firms in the packer group. 
Four of the five firms in the group responded that all of their eggs 
were purchased under contract. Verbal contracts were used by three 
firms and a written contract by one firm. Price basis, quantity, and 
quality were the major elements covered in the contract. Price was 
specified by three firms as either the actual Boston Herald quotation 
or 1 to 1.5 cents per dozen under the quotation f.o.b. farm and cases 
exchanged. Quality and quantity were specified in the contracts of two 
firms. 
The proportion of eggs purchased from packers and other handlers 
in loose form was approximately 6% of the eggs marketed by the group. 
Only one of the five firms had eggs from this source, accounting for less 
than 10% of the eggs marketed by the firm. It should be noted that 
none of the firms in the group purchased cartoned eggs from either pro-
ducers or packers and other handlers. 
Wholesaler Group: All eggs marketed by the seven firms in the 
group were purchased eggs. 
More than 80% of the eggs were purchased from producers in 
loose form, cleaned and sized (figure 5). Five of the firms got all their 
eggs from this source including two firms in the wholeSaler-packer sys-
tem and three firms in the wholesaler system. The remaining two firms, 
both in the wholesaler system, purchased oartoned eggs from packers 
and other egg handlers. The eggs from this source accounted for nearly 
7% of the eggs marketed by the firms in the group. These two firms also 
purchased cartoned eggs from producers. 
One of these firms also indicated that it purchased cleaned and 
sized loose eggs from packers and other handlers. This source con-
tributed approximately half of the eggs marketed by this particular firm 
but accounted for less than Y2 % of the egg marketed by the firms in 
the group. 
Distances and assembly practices 
The eggs produced and assembled right at the firms contributed 
only 21.9% of the eggs reported, even though more than half of the 
reporting firms were classified as producers in the study. The remain-
ing 78.1 % of the eggs reported were produced outside the firms (figure 
6) . One of the reasons was that many of the firms classified as pro-
82.4% purchased 
from producer, 
100 se, cleaned 
and sized. 
MAINE EGG MARKETING 13 
10.4% purchased 
from producers 
in cartoned pack 
6.8% purchased 
from handlers 
in cartoned pack 
0.4% purchased 
from handlers 
in loose form 
FIGURE 5. Proportion of Eggs Received from Each Source, 
Wholesaler Group, Maine, 1964 
ducers were actually contractors whose production was located on a 
number of separate farms under contract. 
The proportion of eggs assembled from outside the firms was in-
versely related to the distance from the firms to the suppliers. In other 
words, the producers nearby the handlers supplied a relatively high 
proportion of eggs assembled. Approximately 43 % of the eggs reported 
were assembled from areas within 30 miles from the firms (table 5). 
The eggs produced at the firms plus those assembled from within 30 
miles distance accounted for about two-thirds of the reported eggs. The 
proportion of eggs received from areas between 30.0 and 59.9 miles 
from the firms was slightly higher than the proportion of eggs received 
from areas between 60.0 and 99.9 miles from the firms. These groups 
combined contributed about one-third of all eggs reported. Less than 
4% of the eggs reported came from suppliers more than 100 miles from 
the firms. 
Table 5 also gives the estimated average travel distance of the eggs 
from suppliers to the reporting firms, with comparisons by marketing 
systems. The volumes of eggs assembled from each area were used as 
weight factors in the estimation. The estimates ranged from a low of 
24.1 miles for the producer group to a high of 42.4 miles for the packer 
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3.6% over 
100 miles 
14.3% between 
60 and 99.9 
mile s 
21.9% produced 
at the firm 
17.0% between _-+-') 
30 and 59.9 
miles 
f--f- 43.2% within 
30 miles 
Figure 6. Proportion of Eggs Received, by 
Distances from Respondent Firms, Maine, 1964 
group. For all eggs reported, the estimated average travel distance was 
30 miles. 
As mentioned previously, there were 16 firms which produced none 
or only a part of their eggs. These firms were further asked questions 
concerning their assembling practices for the eggs produced outside the 
firms. In 1964, three methods were used. They were: delivered by 
suppliers, picked up by contract haulers, and picked up by their own 
trucks. The following characteristics were associated with the three 
groups of firms. 
Producer Group: Twelve out of the 17 firms in the group reported 
that they produced all or part of their eggs at the headquarters location 
of the firm. Ten produced all their eggs at the firm. One firm pro-
duced about 90% of its eggs and picked up the remaining 10% in 
their own trucks from suppliers. Another produced about half of its 
eggs at the firm and obtained the remainder by having its suppliers de-
liver the eggs. One firm in the group had all its eggs picked up by con-
tract haulers. 
Four firms in the group who had contract flocks produced all of 
their eggs outside the headquarters location of the firm. Assembling 
eggs by the firms' own trucks was the only method used by these firms. 
The number of suppliers varied considerably among the firms, one hav-
ing only nine suppliers and one having as many as 30. The minimum 
size of the truck load reported was 50 cases. Most of the trucks operated 
TABLE 5. Volume of Eggs Received by Major Types of Firms, 
by Distance Groups, Maine, 1964 
Distribution by distance groups 
Number Produced Less than 30.0- 60.0- Over Estimated avg. 
Type of firm of firms at the 29.9 59.9 99.9 100.0 Total volume traveling 
reporting firm miles l miles miles miles2 handled distance 
No. Pet. Pet. Pet. Pet. Pet. Thou. Doz. Miles 
Producer Group: 
Producer- Packer 11 40.3 35.2 11.0 8.2 5.3 17,541 18.4 s:: 
Producer-Packer-Retailer 1 100.0 151 0.0 2 Producer-Packer-Who1esaler 4 8.0 58.9 20.4 12.7 4,950 28.2 ttl 
Producer-Packer-Wholesaler- ~ Retailer 1 100.0 24 0.0 
Sub-Total 17 33.7 40.1 13.0 9.1 4.1 22,666 24.1 s:: >-lOI 
Packer Group: :ol ttl 
Packer-Wholesaler 5 1.1 36.2 37.7 25.0 8,063 42.4 >-l Z 
0 
Sub-Total 5 1.1 36.2 37.7 25.0 8,063 42.4 
Wholesaler Group: 
Wholesaler-Packer 2 72.3 19.4 8.3 4,320 36.4 
Wholesaler 43 37.4 62.6 219 55.7 
Sub-Total 6 70.5 21.6 7.9 4,539 37.3 
Total 28 21.9 43.2 17.0 14.3 3.6 35,268 30.0 
1 Excluding the eggs produced at firm. 
2120 miles was assumed· to be the average distance for this group. 
3 Information was not available from one of the 5 respondents. 
.... 
Vt 
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under the firms' ownership were refrigerated. Average truck cost per 
firm ranged from 10 to 13 cents per mile and average wages paid to 
drivers varied from $75 to $85 per week. The drivers' working hours 
were mostly 45 to 56 hours per week, of which about 30 to 40 hours 
were spent on the routes. 
Packer Group: The most popular method of assembling eggs for 
this firm group was picking up eggs by their own trucks. Four of the 
five firms in the group reported that they obtained more than three-
fourths of their eggs by this method. 
The number of suppliers from whom eggs were picked up by the 
firms' own trucks ranged from a low of three to a high of 60. Most of 
them had three to five suppliers. Three of the firms operated only one 
route while one of the firms operated seven routes. The distances of 
the routes ranged from 65 to 120 miles. The sizes of loads varied con-
siderably among finns. The smallest load reported was 50 cases, the larg-
est was 300 cases. The number of trucks operated by a firm was, to some 
extent, directly related to the volume of business of the firms. Three of 
the five firms that handled less than one million dozen of eggs in 1964 op-
erated only one truck each. One of the remaining firms handled more 
than 4.5 million dozen of eggs and operated two trucks in 1964. None of 
the trucks operated by the firms in the packer group was refrigerated. 
Two of the firms llsed family labor in the truck operation. The others, 
however, hired truck drivers and paid them $80 to $100 weekly. The 
drivers were asked to work between 45 and 50 hours per week, of which 
40 to 45 hours were on the route. 
Wholesaler Group: All firms in this group, except one, obtained 
all their eggs by having their suppliers deliver eggs to them. None of 
the firms in this group produced eggs or had contract haulers pick up 
eggs. 
In-Plant Operation Of Firms 
Nearly all eggs received by the respondent firms were nest run, 
being neither graded nor sized. When these eggs were sold to buyers, 
85 % were consumer graded. Of these, about half were cartoned and 
about half were loose packed. 
There are many ways of classifying in-plant marketing services 
performed by marketing firms. In this study, in-plant marketing services 
were categorized into four functional areas: washing, candling, sizing, 
and packing. 
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Of the 36 million dozens of eggs received, the washing function 
was performed by the firms on 46 % of the eggs, the sizing function on 
64%, the candling function on 70%, and the consumer cartoning func-
tion on about 43 % (table 6). Of the eggs sold by the firms, 45 % were 
sold consumer graded and cartoned, about 39% consumer graded and 
loose, and the remaining 16% were ungraded and loose. 
Producer Group: Most of the firms in this group performed wash-
ing, candling, and sizing operations. The firms in the producer-packer 
system washed and sized approximately two-thirds and candled about 
one-half of their eggs. More than 90% of the eggs marketed by the 
producer-packer-wholesaler system were washed, candled, and sized 
by the firms. 
The proportion of eggs cartoned varied among the systems in the 
group, from a low of 24% for the eggs marketed by the firms in the 
producer-packer system to a high of 73 % for the eggs marketed by the 
firms in the producer-packer-wholesaler system. In other words, the eggs 
marketed in the producer-packer system were mostly loose packed, and 
the eggs marketed in the producer-packer-wholesaler system were mostly 
cartoned. None of the firms in the group bought cartoned eggs from 
their suppliers. For the producer group as a whole, about two-thirds of 
the eggs were washed, candled, and sized. 
Packer Group: Although the firms in the packer-wholesaler system 
candled and sized more than 80% of the eggs marketed by the firms, 
less than 10% of the eggs were washed. This was because most of the 
eggs received by these firms were washed by the suppliers. 
Generally speaking, the firms in the packer group cartoned a larger 
proportion of the eggs they marketed than did the firms in the producer 
group. A little over half of all eggs marketed in the group were cartoned 
packed. The remainder were sold loose packed, sized and graded. None 
were carton packed prior to being received by the firms in the group. 
Wholesaler Group: None of the firms in the wholesaler group per-
formed complete in-plant marketing functions in 1964. In this study, the 
firms classified in the wholesaler system were mostly in the meat bus-
iness. Marketing activities in the egg business were added only for the 
purpose of satisfying customers' desires for an assortment of merchan-
dise. In other words, the firms in this system generally obtained eggs 
from their suppliers and transferred them to retailers or semi-retailers5 
without adding any in-plant marketing services. 
5 In this study; the term "semi-retailers" referred to dairy distributors, 
restaurants, hotels, institutions, military, camps, and ships. 
...... 
TABLE 6. In-plant Functions Performed by Major Types of Firms, Maine, 1964 00 
Form in which eggs :::: > In-plant functions performed were sold by major firms Z 
Number Total tTl 
Type of firm of firms Washing Candling Sizing Packing Cartoned Loose volume :> 
reporting Cartoned Loose Graded Ungraded handled " ~
n 
No. Pct. Pct. Pct. Pct. Pct. Pct. Pct. Pct. Thou. e t"' 
Producer Group: Doz. .., 
- .. - .---~-- e 
Producer-Packer 11 65.5 51.6 67.0 23.9 76.0 23.9 43.0 33 .0 17,5412 :00 > 
Producer-Packer-Retailer 1 100.0 100.0 49.7 49.7 50.3 49.7 50.3 151 t"' 
Producer-Packer-Wholesaler 4 91.5 91.6 94.9 73.4 26.6 73.4 26.6 4,950 ~ Producer-Packer-Wholesaler-
'" Retailer 1 100.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 24 tTl :00 
~ 
Sub-Total 17 71.4 62.9 73.0 34.9 65.0 34.9 39.2 25.8 22,6662 tTl Z 
Packer Group: 
.., 
~ Packer-Wholesaler 5 7.7 83.3 80.0 52.0 48.0 52.0 48.0 8,063 > .., 
Sub-Total 5 7.7 83.3 80.0 52.0 48.0 52.0 48.0 · . 8,063 0 z 
Wholesaler Group: ttl c:: 
t"' 
Wholesaler-Packer 2 100.0 76.2 23 .8 76.2 23.8 4,320 t"' tTl Wholesaler 51 82.5 17.5 1,138 ::l 
z 
Sub-Total 7 79.1 60.3 18.8 77.5 22.5 5,458 0\ Vt Total 29 46.4 69.9 63 .6 42.5 54.3 45.1 38.6 16.2 36,1872 Vt 
1 None of the reporting firms performed in-plant functions. 
2 About .1 percent eggs included were neither cartoned nor loose packed but break-out eggs. 
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Although none of the firms in the system performed complete in-
plant marketing functions, more than two-thirds of the eggs sold by the 
firms in the group were consumer cartoned. The rest of the eggs sold 
were graded and loose packed. 
All of the eggs marketed by the firms in the wholesaler-packer 
system were candled by the firms but none were washed and sized by 
the firms. All eggs received by the firms in this system were washed and 
sized by the suppliers prior to being received. More than three-fourths 
of the eggs marketed in the system were carton packed. The remainder 
were loose packed. All packing operations, both in cartons and loose 
packed, were performed by the firms in the system rather than by the 
suppliers. 
Distribution Operations of Firms 
Utilization and destinations 
As indicated previously, an estimated 1.4 million of the 36.2 mil-
lion dozen of eggs were handled more than once among the respon-
dents and were assumed to be overlapped in counting. The net movement 
of eggs by respondents in 1964, therefore, was 34.8 million dozen, or 
51 % of the eggs produced in the state of Maine. 
Of these 34.8 million dozen of eggs, 13.4 million dozen were sold 
within the state (T&ble 7). This accounted for 38.6% of the eggs han-
dled by the respondent firms. Out-'of-state shipments by the respondent 
firms were 21.4 million dozen, or 61.4% of the total eggs handled by 
respondent firms. Shipments to markets in Massachusetts represented 
two-thirds of the respondents' out-of-state egg shipments. Shipments to 
all other New England areas accounted for the remainder. 
TABLE 7. Destinations of Egg Shipments by Respondent 
Firms, Maine, 1964 
Net volume Percent of 
Destination handled total 
Thousand dozen Percent 
Out-of-state 
Massachusetts 13,955 40.2 
New Hampshire 1,630 4.7 
Rhode Island 260 0.7 
Vermont 120 0.3 
Unknown 5,400 15.5 . 
Total Out-of-state 21,365 61.4 
Maine 13,413 38.6 
Total 34,778 100.0 
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A comparison among the finn groups indicated that the firms in 
the producer group tended to distribute more eggs to buyers in states 
other than Maine. The wholesaler group, however, sold most of its eggs 
to buyers in Maine (Table 8). 
Producer Group: For this group, the in-state shipment accounted 
for about one-fourth of all eggs marketed by the firms in the group. The 
eggs sold to markets in Massachusetts amounted to half of the eggs mar-
keted by the firms in the group. For the producer-packer-wholesaler 
system, a little over one-fourth of the eggs were sold to markets in Mass-
achusetts while in the case of producer-packer system, more than half 
of the eggs were delivered to markets in Massachusetts. 
TABLE 8. Destinations of Egg Shipments by Respondent Firms, 
by Type of Firm, Maine, 1964 
Distribution by states 
Type of firm Maine Out-of-state 
N.H. Mass. Vt. R.I. Unknown Total 
Pet. Pet. Pet. Pet. Pet. Pet. Pet. 
Producer Group: 
Producer-Packer 11.4 2.3 54.0 1.5 30.8 100.0 
Producer-Packer-Retailer 100.0 100.0 
Producer-Packer-Wholesaler 63.4 7.7 28.9 100.0 
Produeer-Packer-Wholesaler-
Retailer 100.0 100.0 
Sub-Total 23.4 3.5 48.2 1.1 23.8 100.0 
Packer Group: 
Packer-Wholesaler 58.0 4.3 37.7 100.0 
Sub-Total 58.0 4.3 37.7 100.0 
Wholesaler Group: 
Wholesaler-Packer 88.9 8.3 2.8 100.0 
Wholesaler 87.9 12.1 100.0 
Sub-Total 88.7 9.1 2.2 100.0 
Total 38.6 4.7 40.2 0.3 0.7 15.5 100.0 
Packer Group: Nearly 60% of the eggs marketed by the five firms 
in the group were sold within the state. Of the remaining 40%, about 
90% of the eggs were distributed to markets in Massachusetts, primarily 
the Boston market. 
Wholesaler Group: Approximately 90% of the eggs marketed by 
the firms in the wholesaler group were sold to buyers in Maine. Out-of-
state markets for these respondent firms were New Hampshire and Ver-
mont. 
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Market outlets. 
The outlets for eggs reported by the respondent firms were whole-
salers (including jobbers and packer-distributors), retail stores (or re-
tailers), semi-retailers, and consumers. The semi-retailers include dairy 
distributors, and other market outlets such as restaurants, hotels, insti-
tutions, military, camps,and ships. 
Of the eggs handled, 51.5 % were distributed to wholesalers (Ta-
ble 9). Almost all these eggs were shipped to out-of-state markets. The 
second largest outlet was retail stores (including food chains and inde-
pendent retailers), which received about 40% of the eggs marketed. 
Food chains received more than three-fourths of the · eggs distributed by 
respondent firms to retail stores. Direct sales to consumers (either at 
the firm or on routes) and dairy distributors were relatively unimpor-
tant. These outlets combined contributed less than 4 % of all eggs distri-
buted by the respondents. 
The data also show that the proportions of eggs distributed to 
different major outlets by the respondent firms were highly related to 
the functions performed by the firms. This relationship can be summa-
rized as follows: 
(1) The firms in the producer group distributed most of their 
eggs to wholesalers (including jobbers and processors) . 
(2) The firms in the packer group distributed two-thirds of 
their eggs to retailers and semi-retailers and the remain-
ing one-third to wholesalers. 
(3) All eggs handled by the firms in ,the wholesaler group 
were distributed to retailers and semi-retailers. 
The respondent firms were also asked about the number of buyers 
they served. Twenty-six out of the 29 respondent firms replied to this 
question during the interview. The number of buyers served by a firm 
ranged from a low of one to a high of 1,014. Twelve firms reported that 
a , great number of their buyers were consumers. However, since these 
purchasers were buying eggs mostly for family use, the total volume of 
eggs bought directly by consumers was relatively small. Thus, the 
inclusion of consumers would present an upward bias in the .number of 
buyers served by the respondent firms. When consumer buyers were 
eliminated from the totals, . the variations in number of buyers served 
declined substantially. The number of buyers served after the elimination 
of consumer buyers was as follows: 
N 
TABLE 9. Volume of Eggs Sold to Major Market Outlets, by Type of Firm, Maine, 1964 N 
Distribution by Major Market Outlets 
Number 
Wholesalers l Retail stores Semi-retailers 
Total ~ 
Type of firm of firms In- Out- Sub- Sub- Sub- Con- Brea- volume Z ttl 
reporting state state total Chain Indep. total Dairy Other2 total sumers kers handled 
> 
No. Pct. Pct. Pct. Pct. Pct. Pct. Pct. Pct. Pct. Pct. Pct. Thou. doz. e;) iIOI 
0 
Producer Group: d t'"' 
'"i 
Producer-Packer 11 2.1 85.2 87.3 5.2 4.6 9.8 0.1 0.9 1.0 1.9 17,541 ~ Producer-Packer-Retailer 1 50.3 50.3 49.7 151 
Producer-Packer-Wholesaler 4 0.9 8.6 9.5 68.0 13.5 81.5 3.3 4.0 7.3 0.9 0.8 4,950 t'"' 
Producer-Packer-Wholesaler- ~ 
Retailer 1 50.0 50.0 50.0 24 ." 
f=ll 
Sub-total 17 2.1 67.8 69.9 18.9 6.5 25.4 .8 1.6 2.4 2.1 0.2 22,666 ~ 
ttl 
Packer Group: Z '"i 
Packer-Wholesaler 5 4.0 30.7 34.7 37.2 11.7 48.9 5.8 10.0 15.8 0.6 8,063 ;f >-
'"i 
Sub-total 5 4.0 30.7 34.7 37.2 11.7 48.9 5.8 10.0 15.8 0.6 8,063 8 z 
Wholesaler Group: t:I:I d 
Wholesaler-Packer 2 43.3 10.8 81.93 18.1 18.1 4,320 ~ ttl Wholesaler 5 80.7 6.8 87.5 12.5 12.5 1,138 ::! 
z 
Sub-total 7 51.1 10.0 83.13 16.9 16.9 5,458 0\ v. Total 29 2.2 49 .3 51.5 27.8 8.2 39.33 1.8 5.8 7.6 1.5 0.1 36,187 v. 
1 Included were wholesalers, jobbers, and processors. 
2 Six market outlets such as restaurants, hotels, institutions, military, camps, and ships were included. 
3 For part of the eggs included, it was nQt known whether they were sold to chain or to independent retail stores. 
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Number of 
firms 
6 
6 
7 
4 
3 
26 
Number of buyers 
served 
1 
2-20 
21-50 
51-100 
101-138 
23 
The above distribution indicated that none of the respondent firms 
served more than 138 buyers, after the consumer buyers were excluded. 
The distribution also points out that more than two-thirds of the firms 
had fewer than 51 non-consumer buyers. 
The number of buyers served by a firm was also closely related to 
the kinds of market outlets served by the firms. If the buyers served by 
a firm were wholesalers, the number of buyers tended to be small. 
Out of the 18 firms that had wholesaler outlets, 16 reported that 
they served fewer than five wholesaler buyers. "Served only one buyer" 
was reported by eight of the 18 firms. If the buyers served were primarily 
consumers, the number served tended to be high. Most of the eight firms 
that had consumer market outlets served over 100 consumers. Most of 
the firms which had retail and semi-retail stores as their major outlets 
served fewer than four local chain stores and fewer than 20 indepen-
dent retailers. 
Distances eggs were marketed 
Four categories of distance were used for classifying the shipment 
of eggs from the respondent firms to their buyers. Table 10 shows that 
the volume of eggs delivered increased as the distance from the firms to 
their buyers increased, reflecting the heavy out-of-state movement of 
e.ggs. About one-half of the eggs reported were delivered to buyers lo-
cated over 100 miles from the firms. The buyers located between 50 and 
100 miles from the firms received 24.5% of the respondents' eggs. The 
remaining one-fourth of the eggs reported traveled less than 50 miles 
from the firms. 
Average distance traveled was estimated for each of the firm qroups 
and each of the marketing systems within the firm groups. Volume sold 
was related to each distance and used as a weight factor in the estim-
ation. The estimated average distances that eggs were marketed ranged 
from a low of 13 miles for the producer-packer-wholesaler-retailer sys-
tem to a high of 217 miles for the producer-packer system. Most of the 
estimated average distances were between 50 and 100 miles. The esti-
mates showed a tendency of upward bias as a result of using a median 
figure of 250 miles for the longest distance group. 
s~og,§ tv 
_. CIl ("') TABLE 10. Distance Eggs Were Marketed, by Type of Firm, Maine, 1964 .j:>. ~] ~ g- 8 
o. 0. (1) S' ;1 (il ~(JQ c:r(1) 
Distribution by Distance Groups a:: ~g~~<£ > 
'Tj .... l:J"(1)(JQ Z § '"i '" Number 0.0- 25.0- 50.0- 100.0- Estimated avg. o & !" l:J" ttl 
'"i (1) e: § Type of firm of firms 24.9 49.9 99.9 499.9 Total volume distance from :> ~~2.~e: reporting miles miles miles miles handled firms Cl i:U (1) c:r (1) n gg(1),<~o. c:: 
No. Pct. Pct. Pct. Pct. Thou. doz. Miles 1"' "'0. ..... (1)c:r ..; ~ m"~· ~ '< c:: (1).... (JQ .... ~ 
'g§ ",(1) g" Producer Group: 1"' 
:In ..... S' t71 (1) (1) ::s '"i ~ Producer-Packer 11 6.0 2.7 7.7 83.6 17,541 217 :< 
o.:;"& .... ~ '" Producer-Packer-Retailer 1 49.7 50.3 151 57 ~ &~(1)g"§- Producer-Packer-Wholesaler 4 10.1 25.3 36.8 27.8 4,950 108 /:: (1) ~ (JQ t") Producer-Packer-Wholesaler-Retailer 1 100.0 24 13 p:l .... ~ '"i (\) ttl 
< l:J" 0'" z 
..; (1) (1) ;.;- = (JQ Sub-Total 17 6.9 8.0 14.3 70.8 22,666 192 ~ '" ~ '1:1 '"i en (JQg. :l;lg Packer Group: ..; > (1) :=: § p:l '1:1 ..; 
0. ::s 0. '" (3 
.... (JQ p:l .... Packer-Wholesaler 5 23.4 21.1 42.2 13.3 8,063 76 z ~~",c:r~ ~~[a~ t:l:I Sub-Total 5 23.4 21.1 42.2 13.3 8,063 76 c:: 1"' (1) ~ ~ ...... 0. Wholesaler Group: 1"' ttl 
~-...ll:lI.O& ::l p:lO\~N Z ~[~ ~~ Wholesaler-Packer 2 24.5 29.4 43.3 2.8 4,320 54 0'1 Wholesaler 5 19.6 23.9 32.2 24.3 1,138 96 v. 0(1)(1) v. 
:l;l0\=!"~ Sub-Total 7 23.4 28.3 41.0 7.3 5,458 63 1.U'1:I (1) 
p:l S '" t::C '" Total 29 13.1 14.0 24.5 48.4 36,187 146 
'" = ..... 
...... ~~'< 0. ~ ~ ~ ~ tj;. 
~ OIl I 
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A comparison between tables 5 and 10 indicates that marketing 
firms tended to be located closer to their suppliers than to their buyers. 
In other words, eggs tended to travel greater distances from marketing 
firms to buyers than from suppliers to marketing firms. 
Sizes of eggs marketed 
Most of the eggs marketed were graded into five size groups; 
jumbo, extra large, large, medium, and small. In this study, 15 of the 
respondent firms recorded the size distribution of the eggs marketed. 
These 15 firms handled 17.5 million dozen of eggs in 1964 (table 11). 
Nearly half of these 17.5 million dozen were large size. Extra large eggs 
accounted.for 21.1 % and mediums accounted for 17.3% of the eggs 
reported by the respondents. The two extreme sizes, jumbo and smaIl, 
each contributed about 6% of the eggs reported. 
Marketing practices 
The surveyed firms were asked about their sales agreements and 
terms. The following is a summary of the responses to these questions. 
Sale Agreement: Verbal contract was the most common sales agree-
ment used between the respondent firms and their buyers. Twenty of 
the firms were under this form of contract in 1964. In addition to the 
verbal contract, several alternative forms of sales agreements were used, 
including written contract, combination of written and verbal contract, 
and no contract. 
Price basis and qualities were the major items specified in a contract. 
Almost all firms specified price basis in their contract. The Boston Her-
ald price quotation was most commonly used. Fewer than one-third of 
the surveyed firms specified quality in their · contract. These firms in-
dicated that 95% of the eggs had to be Grade A or better in quality. 
Both the USDA grading standards and the state of Maine grading stan-
dards were used by the firms in determining quality. 
Terms of Sale: The terms of sale varied among the firms and 
among the market outlets. Cash in seven days was the term of sale most 
commonly used by the respondent firms. Eleven out of the 29 firms 
reported that they sold most of their eggs under this term. Most of the 
firms required cash for retailed eggs. The terms of sale for eggs sold to 
wholesalers ranged from cash on delivery to cash in 30 days. Twenty 
firms indicated that their terms of sale for eggs sold to wholesalers 
ranged from cash in four days to cash in ten days. The terms of sale for 
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TABLE 11. Size of Eggs Marketed, by Type of Firm, Maine, 1964 
Type of firm 
Producer Group: 
Producer-Packer 
Producer-Packer-Retailer 
Producer-Packer-Wholesaler 
Producer-Packer-Wholesaler-Retailer 
Sub-Total 
Packer Group: 
Packer-Wholesaler 
Sub-Total 
Wholesaler Group: 
Wholesaler-Packer 
Wholesaler 
Sub-Total 
Total 
Distribution by size groups Number 
of firms 
reporting! Extra Total volume 
Jumbo large Large Medium Small Other handled 
No. 
5 
1 
1 
7 
3 
3 
5 
5 
15 
Pet. Pet. Pet. 
6.0 19.1 52.0 
5.0 30.0 40.0 
12.5 25.0 54.1 
5.9 21.1 49.8 
8.9 23.1 39.8 
8.9 23.1 39.8 
1.8 16.4 38.7 
1.8 16.4 38.7 
6.1 21.1 47.6 
Pet. 
13.3 
20.0 
4.2 
14.5 
23.9 
23.9 
36.3 
36.3 
17.3 
Pet. 
7.0 
5.0 
4.2 
6.6 
4.3 
4.3 
6.8 
6.8 
6.3 
Pet. Thou. doz. 
2.6 
2.1 
1.6 
11,219 
2,520 
24 
13,673 
2,603 
2,603 
1,138 
1,138 
17,504 
1 Approximately half of the firms interviewed did not record the size distribution of the eggs they handled. 
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MAINE EGG MARKETING 27 
er groups provided this service. The frequency of delivery from the firms 
to their buyers ranged from once per week to three times per week. The 
average was twice per week. Four firms delivered either once or twice 
while three firms delivered more than three times per week. 
Sources of Containers: Two kinds of containers were generally 
used, cases and cartons, and questions regarding sources and materials 
of these containers were asked. Over two-thirds of the · surveyed firms 
indicated that they furnished cases for their customers. Most of the cases 
furnished by the firms were fiberboard. Egg buyers were expected to 
exchange or return the cases furnished by the firms. The buyers who 
did not return or exchange the cases were charged a portion of the origi-
nal cost of the cases. 
Market Information: Day-to-day price changes and market con-
ditions were closely followed by most of the egg marketing firms in 
Maine. The Boston Herald base quotation was used by most of the sur-
veyed firms. Daily newspapers or daily telephone calls were most fre-
quently used in keeping up on price changes. Of the firms surveyed, 12 
used daily newspapers, five firms depended on daily telephone calls to 
the market reporters, and three firms used both daily newspapers and 
radio for keeping up on daily price changes and market conditions. 
